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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. Upon entry of the 
foregoing Amendment to the Claims, claims 33-63 are pending in the application, of 
which claims 33, 51, and 58 are independent. By the foregoing Amendment, claims 45, 
46, 57, and 60 are sought to be amended. No new matter is embraced by this amendment 
and its entry is respectfully requested. Based on the above Amendment and the remarks 
set forth below, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all 
outstanding rejections. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second para. 

The Examiner, on page 3 of the Office Action, has rejected claims 45, 46, 57, and 
60 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as the invention. 
Specifically, the Examiner states that claims 45, 46, 57, and 60 recite the word "may" 
which makes the claims vague. Applicant has amended claims 45, 46, 57, and 60 by 
removing the word "may" from the claim language. Applicant respectfully requests that 
the Examiner, after reviewing amended claims 45, 46, 57, and 60, withdraw the rejection 
of claims 45, 46, 57, and 60. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Examiner, on page 3 of the Office Action, has rejected claims 33-37, 42-44, 
47-53, 56, 58-59, and 61-63 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 6,421,067 to Kamen et al. (hereinafter "Kamen"). Applicant respectfully traverses 
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this rejection. Based on the remarks set forth below, Applicant respectfully requests that 
this rejection be withdrawn. 

To anticipate a claim of a pending application, a single reference must disclose 
each and every element of the claimed invention. Hybritech Inc. v. Monoclonal 
Antibodies, Inc., 802 F.2d 1367, 1397 (Fed. Cir. 1986). The exclusion of a claimed 
element from the single source is enough to negate anticipation by that reference. Atlas 
Powder Co. v. E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 750 F.2d 1569, 1574 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

With regards to independent claims 33 and 51, Kamen does not teach or suggest 
every element of Applicant's claimed invention. For example, Kamen does not teach or 
suggest at least the following elements of: wherein a virtual camera is assigned a 
location, an orientation, and a field of vision within the three dimensional coordinate 
space" and "positioning the content particles as a collage according to the slices within 
the three-dimensional coordinate space." 

To the contrary, Kamen teaches that the icons and pictograms are displayed as if a 
virtual viewer were watching these items from a particular distance and that a viewer can 
zoom in on an object to get a closer view by adjusting a control element on a remote 
controller. Kamen, col. 10, lines 27-35. Kamen also discloses that a viewer may "fly" 
his virtual camera position close up to an object to see more detail. Id. at col. 10, lines 
36-40. Thus, unlike the present invention, Kamen teaches a virtual viewer and a position 
from which the virtual viewer can view the objects. 

Kamen also does not teach or suggest "positioning the content particles as a 
collage according to the slices within the three-dimensional coordinate space." Unlike 
the present invention, none of the icons and pictograms of Kamen overlap or abut one 
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another as they would if configured as a collage. Kamen, FIGs. 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2C and 
2D. 

With regards to independent claim 58, Kamen does not teach or suggest at least 
the following element of: the electronic content to be displayed in the form of a 
collage according to a layout arrangement, wherein items within the collage dynamically 
fade in and out and then reappear elsewhere within the collage to give the collage a 
dynamic, animated appearance." As indicated above, unlike the present invention, the 
icons and pictograms of Kamen are not displayed in the form of a collage. Kamen, FIGs. 
2, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2C and 2D. Contrary to the present invention, Kamen teaches that a user 
can channel surf while watching a program on the screen at the same time. Kamen, col. 
8, lines 27-37. Kamen also teaches that a user can magnify portions of the screen by 
using a cursor to select the portion of the screen to magnify and a remote control button 
. that permits the user to expand the selected portion. Kamen, col. 8, lines 43-54; col. 10, 
lines 31-40. Thus, unlike the present invention, Kamen teaches being able to surf 
channels while watch a program at the same time and allowing a user to magnify a 
portion of the EPG display by placing a cursor on the object to be magnified and 
selecting a remote control button, not having the "items within the collage dynamically 
fade in and out and then reappear elsewhere within the collage to give the collage a 
dynamic, animated appearance." 

Thus, for at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that 
independent claims 33, 51, and 58, and the claims that depend therefrom (claims 34-50; 
claims 52-57; and claims 59-63, respectively) are not anticipated by Kamen. Applicant 
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respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of 
independent claims 33, 51, and 58, and the claims that depend therefrom respectively. 

Rejection under 35 U.S. C. § 103 

The Examiner, on page 8 of the Office Action, has rejected claims 38-41, 54, and 
55 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,421,067 to 
Kamen et al. (hereinafter "Kamen") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,111,614 to Mugura et 
al. (hereinafter "Mugura"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. Based on the 
remarks set forth below, Applicant respectfully requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 38-41 and 54-55 depend from independent claims 33 and 51, respectively, 
and are patentable over Kamen for at least the reasons stated above. Furthermore, 
Mugura does not teach or suggest the features missing from Kamen. Applicant therefore 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of 
dependent claims 38-41 and 54-55. 

The Examiner, on page 10 of the Office Action, has rejected claims 45, 46, 57, 
and 60 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,421,067 to 
Kamen et al. (hereinafter "Kamen"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
Based on the remarks set forth below, Applicant respectfully requests that this rejection 
be withdrawn. 

With respect to claims 45, 46, 57, and 60, Kamen does not teach or suggest an 
audible component or audio clips, and therefore cannot teach or suggest "wherein one or 
more of the content particles include an audible component, wherein the one or more of 
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the content particles plays audio clips when the virtual camera comes into view of the one 
or more of the content particles" or "wherein the audio clips from one or more of the 
content particles are played when the user gestures for their playback. 

For at least the reasons stated above, Kamen does not teach or suggest Applicant's 
invention as recited in dependent claims 45, 46, 57, and 60. Furthermore, dependent 
claims 45-46 and 57 and 60 depend from independent claims 51 and 58, respectively, and 
are patentable over Kamen for at least the reasons stated above. Applicant therefore 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of 
dependent claims 45, 46, 57, and 60. 
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Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the 
Examiner reconsider all currently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Response is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Intel Corporation 

/Crystal D. Sayles. Reg. No. 44 318/ 

Dated: June 1.2006 Crystal D. Sayles 

Senior Attorney 
Intel Americas, Inc. 
(202) 986-3179 



c/o Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman, LLP 
12400 Wilshire Blvd. 
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Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 



